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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 119(a)-(d), which papers have been 
placed of record in the file. June 27, 2002, the date of the earliest priority document, is used as the priority 
date for the following examination of the instant application. 

Double Patenting 

Claim 16 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate of claim 1. When two 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, 
despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a 
substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

In the instant application, claim 16 appears to only differ from claim 1 in respect to the preamble, 
where the Kxaminer fails to see a difference between an "information processing apparatus" and a "man- 
machine interface", as both could be either, thus, regardless of the preambles, the claims simplify to their 
limitations which in this case appear to be exact. Thus, claim 16 is objected to as being a substantial 
duplicate of claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and 
useful improvement thereof, ma\ obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. It appears the claimed invention falls under the category of being an "abstract 
idea", that is, data is obtained and then calculations and additional information processing is performed, 
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however, the latter steps are merely computer steps and thus the claimed invention does not produce a 
useful, concrete and tangible result as required by 35 U.S.C. 101. Specifically, it appears that the claimed 
invention is useful and concrete, but fails to provide a tangible result. The last process or step in at least 
independent claims 1 & 16 includes a mere "...performing information processing...", which is considered to 
be a computer program or computer process that does not appear to conclude in a tangible result (i.e. a 
display of this performing of information processing or some type of appreciable output). For at least these 
reasons, claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections 
set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of 
this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinan, skill in the an to which 
said subject mailer pen aim. Paieniabilin shall m.i be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Manwaring (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0098897) in view of Numazaki et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,144,366) & 
Poillon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,056,791). 

Examiner Note: In the following rejection, the Examiner has cited particular citations from within 
the applied references in regards to the claims for convenience of the Applicant. Although the 
specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to the specific 
limitations within the individual claims, other passages and figures may apply as well. Thus, it is 
respectfully requested that the Applicant, in preparing any response to this communication, fully 
consider the references in their entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as 
well as the context of the passages taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 
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Claims 1, 15, & 16: Manw aring discloses the invention substantially as claimed including an 
information processing apparatus or man-machine interface system provided with an input system 
utilizing a stroboscope, comprising: a stroboscope (figure 1 [flash units 42a, 42b, 46a, or 46b]); an 
imaging means for imaging an object (i.e. a golf ball) to output an image signal of the object (figure 
1 [cameras 26, 28]); and a first means for calculating at least a velocity of the golf ball (paragraph 
0090 discusses the calculation of the golf ball velocity). 

Manwaring lacks two aspects of at least claim 1, including (1) the imaging means imaging the 
golf ball at both light emission and non-Hght emission, further, calculating the various golf club or 
golf ball properties (i.e. velocity, spin, angle, etc) based on a difference of images taken at light 
emission and non-light emission; and (2) a second means for performing information processing on 
the basis of the information calculated by the first means (i.e. clearly Manwaring has the "means", as 
in a computer processor, however, Manwaring lacks explicit disclosure of the functional language 
associated with the second means). 

As to point (1) above, Manwaring discloses one such technique of using an imaging means 
(i.e. cameras) and a stroboscope (i.e. flashing units) to calculate various properties of both a golf club 
and a golf ball. As this technique differs from the claimed invention, the Examiner submits that 
Numazaki et al. explicitly disclose a technique of generating information input using reflected light 
images of a target object using the specific technique of differencing images taken at light emission 
and non-light emission of a target object having reflective areas similar to those of the golf club and 
golf ball of Manwaring and Applicant's invention. Numazaki et al., at column 10, lines 40-56, 
explicitly disclose that a method of detecting reflected light received from a target object via photo- 
detection detects not only the light emitted by a lighting unit, but also external light such as sunlight, 
thus, for this reason it would be beneficial to take the difference of a received light amount detected 
when a lighting unit is emitting light and a received light amount detected when a lighting unit is not 
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emitting light, so as to obtain only a component for the reflected light. Granted, Numazaki et al. is 
directed towards a target object being a human hand for obtaining imaging of hand gestures, 
however, the method of detected reflected light at light and non-light emission as discussed appears 
applicable to a plethora of different inventions in which a motion of a target object is to be detected. 
Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been 
motivated to modify Manwaring with the additional step of imaging at non-light emission to further 
difference pairs of images (i.e. one taken at light emission and an adjacent or next image in time 
sequence taken at non-light emission) to better obtain reflected light data to analyze for various 
characters of the golf club and golf ball during a particular swing. 

As to point (2) above, it is notoriously well known in the golf arts to obtain analyzed swing 
data and use such data to simulate the swing in a virtual environment or a game, such that a player 
has the excitement of a real-life physical swing corresponding to an in-game trajectory and resulting 
swing for a golf game. To avoid mere assertions of such being notoriously well known in the art, the 
Examiner submits that Poillon et al. explicitly disclose a golf simulator and analyzer which analyzes a 
golf swing and places the would-be real swing into a virtual environment or golf game. Granted, the 
analyzing methods used by Poillon et al. are different then both of Manwaring & Numazaki et al, 
however, Poillon et al. explicitly teach a second means for performing information processing on the 
basis of information calculated by a first means, wherein the first means merely analyzes a swing and 
calculates various characteristics or properties of the golf club and golf ball for a particular swing. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the combination of Manwaring and Numazaki et 
al. as discussed above with the addition of further processing calculated data to be used in a golf 
game or virtual environment as is explicitly taught by Poillon et al. at least for the purpose of 
providing a simulation of a real-life golf swing in a golf game or golf training environment to 
improve a player's golf game and provide enjoyment while doing so. 
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For at least the reasons provided above, it would have been prima facie obvious to modify 
the golf swing analyzing invention taught by Manwaring to specifically analyze a swing using an 
improved swing as taught bv Numazaki ct al. for at least the reason that external light may hinder 
accurate analyzing of a golf swing, and further modify the combination of Manwaring & Numazaki 
et al. to perform additional information processing using information processed during a first 
calculating means (i.e. golf club and golf ball swing data) for the purpose of providing an enjoyable 
simulation of a real-life golf swing, such as in an area where a real golf swing would not be possible 
(i.e. using tee and screen as seen in figure 1 of Poillon et al). Those skilled in the art would be 
motivated to make such improvements taught by both Numazaki et al. & Poillon et al. to 
Manwaring to improve both the imaging/ calculating means to provide an enjoyable output to all the 
calculations performed. 

Claims 2 & 3: Manwaring discloses a laser to activate the detector as the golf club is swing toward 
the teed golf ball (paragraph 0014), thus, the first means includes a determination whether or not the 
information is coincident with a predetermined condition, in which the condition is the triggering of 
the detector based on the breaking of the laser beam. Clearly, upon this detection, it would mean 
that the proceeding information measured or calculated by the "first means" is valid information, 
further, as discussed in the combination of Manwaring, Numazaki et al., & Poillon et al., valid 
information is to be transmitted or processed by the second means to perform or simulate the 
information in the golf game discussed. 

Claims 4 & 5: The combination of Manwaring, Numazaki et al., & Poillon et al. disclose calculating 
a distance between the object or golf ball and the imaging means from the information indicative of 
a size of the golf ball, such as when a trajectory is calculated via the various 

measurements/calculations as described in any of the three references, where the trajectory includes 
a calculation of a distance between the golf ball and the imaging means as it simulates the trajectory. 
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The trajectory appears to be based on the size of the object measured throughout the imaging of the 
object in flight (i.e. Poillon et al. disclose similar calculations of a ball in flight and obtaining a 
trajectory, such calculations would have been an obvious matter of design choice to be implemented 
within Manwaring, as being well known possible calculations in the golf art). And, as part of the 
trajectory calculations, based on the shape and path of the golf ball, angles are calculated to provide 
a realistic trajectory. 

Claim 6: Manwaring explicitly discloses calculation of an angle via predetermined points by 
calculating an angle between a line segment between the predetermined points and a predetermined 
coordinate axis (figures 12 & 13). 

Claims 7-9: Manwaring appears to explicitly disclose that the time interval of light emission of the 
stroboscope or flashing units is freely settable (i.e. freely configuring length of light emission and 
non-light emission) and that the exposure period of the imaging means is freely configurable (i.e. it 
appears these intervals and lengths are dynamically determined based on an initial golf club head 
speed, thus, it appears any of these intervals and lengths would be freely configurable, see at least 
figures 5-11 and paragraphs 0066-0072). 

Claims 10 & 17: Manwaring discloses the object or golf ball includes a reflective body (figures 4-13, 
where the reflection images clearly appear to show the body of the golf ball as reflective as being 
fully within the reflection image). It would have been a mere design consideration to use 
retroreflective material versus reflective material, as both achieve the same purpose. The Applicant 
has not stated that the retroreflective material produces any unexpected result and it appears 
reflective material would achieve equally the same result, thus, a retroreflective material is deemed a 
mere design consideration. Further, retroreflective material is notoriously well known in the art for 
use with golf systems such as the ones disclosed by any of the three references applied. Therefore, it 
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would have been prima facie obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to utilize retroreflective material to obtain the invention as specified in claim 17. 
Claims 11-13: The combination of Manwaring, Numazaki et al., & Poillon et al. disclose light 
sources for outputting light having a specific wavelength range and that the imaging means responds 
to only that specific wavelength. Further, disclosed is a filter for passing the particular wavelength 
and blocking light of any other wavelength. See at least column 12, lines 6-12 of Numazaki et al., 
which feature can be implemented in the Manwaring invention as an additional improvement to the 
imaging of reflected light (i.e. an additional layer of obtaining more precise swing data by imaging 
correctly reflected light that was emitted via the light sources versus other external light). 
Claim 14: Clearly, any one of the inventions disclosed by Manwaring, Numazaki et al., & Poillon et 
al. or more specifically the combination of Manwaring, Numazaki et al., & Poillon et al. disclose the 
first means and second means as being a computer processor that obtains the swing data signals, 
analyzes the data, and outputs the data in at least the arrangement discussed above with respect to a 
golf game or virtual environment. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
The Examiner has cited numerous references in the attached "Notice of Cited References" that are 
applicable to the subject matter of the instant application. Accordingly, the Applicant is encouraged to 
review these references in their entirety as also potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Milap Shah whose telephone number is (571)272-1723. The examiner can normally be reached 
on M-F: 9:30AM-6:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Robert 
Pezzuto can be reached on (571) 272-6996. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Robert E Pezzuto/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
/MBS/ 



